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AMENDMENT UNDER 37 CFR §1.111 
Application No. 09/903,476 

REMARKS 

Applicants respectfully request entry of this Amendment and reconsideration of 
this application as amended, 

Summary of Status of Amendments and Office Action 

As of the December 3, 2002, Notice of Allowability, claims 13 through 23 stood 
allowed as amended by the Examiner, Claims 1 through 4 stood withdrawn, and claims 5 
through 12 and 24 stood canceled hy an Examiner's amendment, hi a March 3, 2003, 
amendment accompanying a Request for Continued Examination, Applicants amended 
claims 13 and 19, requested reinstatement of claims 5 through 12 and 24, and added 
claim 25. Claims 5 through 12 and 24 were not correctly renumbered in the amendment 
submitted on March 3, 2003, and were therefore not reinstated. Prior to entry of the 
present supplemental amendment. Applicants believe that claims 13 through 23 and 25 
are pending. Claims 26 through 37 are being added through this supplemental 
amendment. As presently amended, claims 13 through 23 and 25 through 37 are 
presently pending, with clahns 13, 19, and 27 being independent. 

Newly Added and Amended Claims 

Applicants wish to reinstate former claims 5 through 12 and 24, and since 
amendments are included, these are reflected as "new'' claims rather than "reinstated." 
For the Examiner's convenience, Applicants note that "new" claim 26 corresponds to the 
previously cancelled claim 24, and "new" claims 27 through 34 correspond to the 
previously cancelled claims 5 through 12, respectively. 

Applicants respectfully direct the Examiner's attention to the changes made to the 
fomier claim 5, which are believed to place this claim in a better condition for quick 
allowance. Claim 27 (former claim 5) has been changed to clarify the purpose of the 
treatment steps described therein by adding the impact of each step on catalyst activity 
and/or mono-selectivity. Support for these changes is found in the specification at page 
13, Table and lines 6 through 10. Claim 27 also differs from former claim 5 in a 
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AMENDMENT UNDER 37 CFR §1,111 
Application No. 09/903,476 

clarification to the last reference to the catalyst, corresponding to the amendments made 
to claims 13 and 19 in the March 3, 2003, amendment. 

Cancelled claims 6 through 11 have been reinstated as claims 28 through 33 
without further amendment, but are also reflected as "new" since they depend from a 
"new" indq)endent claim. Claim 34 corresponds to former claim 12 except that the 
temperature range has been corrected to conrespond to that of claim 27. 

Claim 25, added in the March 3, 2003, amendment, has been amended to properly 
reference the independent claim from which it depends as claim 27 rather than claim 5. 

New claims 35 through 37 have been added as dependant claims under each of 
independent claims 13, 19, and 27, respectively, to reflect liquid phase alkylation 
conditions. These additions are supported by the text of the specification at page 3, lines 
15 to 26. 

Applicants submit that the claims are now in condition for allowance. 

Response to the Prior Rejection of Claims 5 to 7 and 10 to 12 Under 35 K^S.C § 102(b) 
In the first Office Action, claims 5 to 7 and 10 to 12 were rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by Chu el al (U.S. Patent No. 4,886,616). The 
Examiner stated that Chu et al. (abstract; coL 10, line 56 through col. 11, line 25, the 
examples, namely example 4) disclose a process of alkylation of an aromatic 
hydrocarbon, such as toluene, with an olefin, such as ethylene, in the presence of a 
molecular sieve catalyst, which, after a period of use, is regenerated with air and an 
aqueous medium containing acetic acid. The Examiner stated that the timing, 
temperature, and calcination of claim 5 could also be found in example 4 of Chu et al. 
Applicants respectfully disagree with the Examiner's position. 
The claimed process differs from that of Qiu et al. in several important respects. 
First, in the claimed process, treatment with the aqueous medium is used to restore 
catalyst activity and/or mono -selectivitv, whereas Chu et al. describe treatment with the 
acetic acid for the specific purpose of restoring gara-selectivity to a catalyst modified by 
the addition of certain metal and/or phophorous oxides. No such modifications are 
required for the present Invention, and no restoration of para-selectivity is required in the 
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invention. In fac. , pxef««d embodimen, of fte pn»en. inv»tion is ^i«c..d to 
inrt o-ono-selecUvity. an oppo...e effect fton, that d^ired by Chu ^. C.™ 5 
has been replaeed by ..aim 27 whieb now recites 0. ^.o«Uon of catalyst acnvty 
ana/ormono-selectivitytoclarifythisdifferencebctweentheinvenbons. 

Second, in the clamed ptocess, regeneration in an oxygen comain,ngmcdtom .s , 
reqtured step whereas Chu et a., only inctode an oxyg«. regeneration step in Example 4 
as a comparative example. Ute purpose of conUotmg the aUcylatton caulys. o 

the present invention with an aqueous n,.diom is to repair d»nage to the .eoltte crystal 
resulting from the high temperature oxygen treatment step. 

The Ex^ner has correctly noted that Example 4 of Chu et al. does use 
conventional air regeneration followed by *e treatinen. cUimed by Chu e. al. but « ,s 
respectfully noted that this inclusion was for the apparent purpose of strees»g tha su* 
prior rcgener^ion was not necessary, and in 6ct was not desirable. Appltcants note « 
L two-step comparison of Chu et .1. resulted in rs^ Wu^.. converston as weU as 
subtly lower para-selectivity as compared to the treatment claimed by Chu et a. wtth no 
air regeneration step. (Table H) Chu et al. note that "it is not nec«sary o b^ ±e 
aeculated colce deposits from the «oHte to reaUzc the benef. of fl>e present 
invention." (col. 14, lu,es 30 to 34) AppUcants respcctta^y submit that ^'^^^ '^ 
away from using an oxygen regeneration step prior to their treatment, and .b« 
meatmen, ts a treamtent of different catalysts for a different purpose than the treatment of 

the present invention, 

tt U known in the aH that para-sdectivity of zeolites such as ti«.se preferred by 
Chu et aL can be enhanced by coating the surface with some material, including coke, » 
^uce the number of active surface sites and fotce the rations to take place wthtn the 
pore structure of the zeolite. The present inventi,« is no. limited to such shape selective 

^« r«tftrP activity to the surfece sites is a desired result 
considerations, and regeneration to restore acuvity to me 

T r..t t^kIp 1 on oaee 1 3 of the specification indicates that the 
of the present invention. In fact, Table 1 on page i j oi lu f 

present invention results in a reduction in para-selectivity for MCM-22. 

It is further noted that the rejuvenation of Example 4 was carried out using acetic 
acid in aix as opposed to an aqueous mediom as described in the present invention. 
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Based on the difTferences described above. Applicants subinit that Chu et al. do 
not anticipate the process defined by former claims 5 to 7 and 10 to 12. 

For the foregoing reasons, Applicants request that the Examiner withdraw the 
rejection and allow new claims 27 through 29 and 32 through 34, which correspond to 
cancelled claims 5 through 7 and 10 through 12. 

Response to the Rejection of Claim 8 Under 3S aS^C § 103(a) 

In the first Office Action, dated August 6, 2002, claim 8 was rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chu et al. (U.S. Patent No. 4,886,616). The 
Examiner stated that Chu et al. ar« silent about using benzene as an aromatic reactant, but 
the Examiner considers the use of benzene obvious since it would be expected that any 
aromatic can be alkylated in the presence of the catalyst described by Chu et al. Further, 
the Examiner contended that toluene is a homologue of benzene and since toluene can be 
alkylated in the process of Chu el al., one would expect that benzene, a closely related 
homologue, could also be alkylated. 

Applicants respectfully disagree with the Examiner^s conclusion. As noted 
above, the Chu et al patent does not anticipate the invention recited in claims 5 to 7 and 
10 to 12. Since claim 8 depends from claim 5, the claimed process would not have been 
obvious. Nowhere do Chu et al. show or suggest the particular recitations in claim 5. 

For the foregoing reasons, Applicants request that the Examiner withdraw this 
rejection and allow claim 30 which corresponds to former claim 8. 

Response to the Rejection of Clam 9 Under 35 US.C § 103(a) 

In the Office Action, claim 9 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Chu et al. (U.S. Patent No. 4,886,616) alone or alternatively in view of 
Huss et al (U.S. Patent No. 5,030,785). 

Applicants submit that since Chu et al. do not disclose or suggest the process 
recited in claim 5, Chu et al. cannot suggest or disclose the process of dependent claim 9. 

The Examiner acknowledged that Chu et al do not disclose that the sieve is 
MCM-22. The Examiner directed attention to Chu et al., the abstract, stating that the 
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zeolite has a constraint index of 1 to 12. The Examiner relied upon Huss et al., table, at 
column 5, lines 13 and 14 showing that MCM-22 has a constraint index of 1.5. 

Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner's position is not well taken. In 
this regard, the Examiner has relied upon a selected portion of the abstract which speaks 
of a constraint index. The abstract also states that the zeolite which can be treated in 
accordance with the Chu et aL invention must have a silica to alumina ratio of at least 12 
and have a minor proportion of the oxide form of one or more chemical elements (e.g. 
phosphorous and magnesium) deposited thereon. The Examiner, however, has not shown 
that MCM'22 has the other properties so that it can be used in the Chu et al. invention. In 
this regard, the Examiner's attention is directed to Chu et al., column 5, lines 42 to 45, 
which discloses the zeolites useful in the Chu et al. invention and to Chu et al., colunrn 6, 
lines 19 to 42, which list zeolites which are not useful in his invention and zeolites which 
are useful in his invention. It is again noted that Table 1 on page 13 of the specification 
indicates that the present invention results in a reduction in para-selectivity for MCM-22. 

For the foregoing reasons. Applicants request that the Examiner withdraw this 
rejection and allow claim 31 which corresponds to former claim 9. 
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^003 



CONCLUSION 



For the reasons advanced above, Applicants respectfully submit that all pending 
claims patentably define Applicants* invention. Allowance of the application is therefore 
respectfully requested. 

Should the Examiner have any further comments or questions, the Examiner is 
invited to contact the undersigned at the below-Usted telephone number. 



ExxonMobil Chemical Company 

Law Technology 

P. O. Box 2149 

Baytown, Texas 77522-2149 

Telephone: (281)834-2429 

Facsimile: (281)834-2495 



1 hereby certify that this correspondence is being facsimile transmitted to the United 
Slates Patent and Trademark Office, Fax No. (703) 872-9310 and (703) 872-9417 on 
May 8, 2003 . 
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Respectfully submitted, 




Linda A. Kubena 
Attorney for the Applicants 
Registration No. 42,772 



Typed or printed name of person signing this certificate 



Linda A. Kubena 
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